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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Appellant Nicholas R. Crowder appeals the district court's orders
denying relief on his 28 U.S.C. § 2241 (1994) petition and denying
his motion for a temporary restraining order. We have reviewed the
record and the district court's orders and find no reversible error. It
is not clear from the record whether Crowder's Maryland charges
were nolle prosequied under Md. R. Proc. § 4-247 (1998), or "stetted"
under Md. R. Proc. § 4-248 (1998). In either event, Crowder is not
entitled to relief. If the charges were nolle prosequied, Crowder is not
in custody for purposes of § 2241 relief. If the charges were stetted,
Crowder may be in custody for purposes of relief under § 2241, see
Justices of Boston Mun. Court v. Lydon, 466 U.S. 294, 300-01 (1984).
However, he has failed to exhaust state remedies. See Braden v. 30th
Judicial Circuit Court, 410 U.S. 484, 489-90 (1973). Crowder could
have opposed the State's motion to stet his case. Instead, Crowder
sought to have the charges dismissed with prejudice. Thus, if the
charges were stetted, Crowder must pursue his remaining state reme-
dies before pursuing federal habeas relief. Accordingly, we deny a
certificate of appealability and dismiss the appeal. We also deny the
following motions filed by Crowder seeking to: (1) compel the district
court to correct the record and remand the case; (2) stay Maryland
state court proceedings; (3) have an en banc hearing to compel the
clerk's office to submit properly filed pleadings; (4) correct a clearly
erroneous judgment; and (5) have an en banc review of motion to
correct a maliciously erroneous record on appeal. We also deny
Crowder's motion for oral argument because the facts and legal con-
tentions are adequately presented in the materials before the court and
argument would not aid the decisional process.

DISMISSED
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